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Letter to the Editors 
Re: Type-Token Mathematics. 
I wish to draw the attent ion of readers of Information and Control to certain 
misrepresentations and distortions of facts in B. ~v[andelbrot's review of my book 
"Type-Token Mathemat ics"  in Information and Control, 4, No. 1, p. 83 ft. (1961). 
The reviewer has cut down, for the purpose of reviewing, arbitrar i ly  and in a 
dictatorial manner, the contents of the book to a few chapters which interest him 
because they seem to deal ~dth the reviewer's modification of the Zipf law and 
my crit icism of it. To make the reviewer's bias in this respect appear in the r ight 
perspective, it will be sufficient if I say that  there are exactly 15 lines in the 
book dealing with the reviewer's "taw" and about 6 pages dealing with the Zipf 
law, out of 448 pages[ I t  is thus virtual ly about 7 pages with which the reviewer 
has dealt, and this is the only part  of the book which the reviewer considers worth 
mentioning in some detail. In the reviewer's own words "what  remains is (1) 
a few short chapters . . . each devoted to some isolated statist ical observation 
about language; (2) a number of chapters cattered all through the book but all 
devoted to the problem of word frequencies . . . (and to the problem of the struc- 
ture of taxonomies)."  This I consider a complete misrepresentation f the book in 
general. 
Dealing, in part icular,  with the reviewer's -tatements on p. 84, it is untrue 
(1) that  " the last topic (taxonomies) constitutes the largest set of considera- 
t ions that  one can find in the book";  
(2) that  "on p. 78 another formula (differing from the one previously mentioned 
by the reviewer) is used." In fact, no formula at all is used on p. 78; 
(3) that  in the formula for the Zipf law, p(r) = P/r, the symbol r stands orig- 
inal ly for " f requency."  According to the Zipf law it stands for " rank" ;  
(4) that  I "tr ied to disprove the mutual  relationship between the bi logarithmic 
type-token ratio and the Zipf-Mandelbrot law." I am not concerned in my book at 
all with the algebraic form of the Zipf-Mandelbrot law, only with its hypothetical  
variable "cost ,"  the unsuceessfulness of the at tempted subst i tut ion of a t ru ly  
l inguistic variable for "rank," and the lack of experimental verification by statis- 
tical significance testing. I t  is the Zipf law which I discuss in detail; 
(5) that  I ever asserted the Zipf law "to be obvious." On the contrary, what I 
say is that  the inverse relation between a variable and an inverse function of it 
is obvious, and that  just  because of this the Zipf law is not an empirical aw. I 
asser~ also that  it is not true because it  does not fit the experimental data; 
(6) that  I object to the reviewer's formula merely because of the number of 
parameters it  contains. I object to it, as mentioned above, for fundamental  
reasons, not purely formal ones; 
(7) that  " from the data in Fig. 5 the first 300 words have been omi t ted" - -  
whatever the reviewer means by that ;  
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(8) that the references to Good and  S imon for a formula  used on p. 136 are 
"wi thout  any  basis whatsoever ."  The  question of whether  a reference is or is 
without foundat ion is, of course, irrelevant to the algebraic argument .  In par- 
ticular, it is untrue that it "invalidates all the considerations about  the number  
of letters in a word" ;  
(9) that the Zipf law is "accepted as an established fact" and  that there is 
someth ing  "myster ious"  or contradictory about  my attitude to that law. My  
attitude has been made perfectly clear to anyone who can read, and  wishes to 
understand, on p. 38, para. 3 f rom top when I say: "However ,  the Zipf law, al- 
though unsuitable for unscientific description of linguistic distributions, has its 
uses when it comes  to the mechanica l  handl ing of word  masses . . . this does not 
involve a contradiction . . . .  The a ims of the statistical description and  that of 
mechanica l  handl ing of data are very  different f rom one another . . . the Zipf 
law cannot claim to be regarded, strictly speaking, as a scientific law, since it 
does not satisfy the criteria for such laws, yet it is often sufficiently close to the 
actual distribution." 
F rom all this, it is evident that it is untrue that, as the reviewer announces  on 
p. 83, he has shown on p. 84 the author's theories to be "utterly unreliable." 
Moreover ,  he has been at pains to show that he believes some of the author's 
formulas to be in agreement  wi th  his own.  Are  we to infer that the reviewer's 
formulas are utterly unreliable? 
(10) I take exception to the reviewer's s tatement  on p. 83 with regard to the 
whole  of Part  III, viz., that 
"Other  chapters are devoted to an expression of "ord inary"  information theory, 
wh ich  we do not find impressive . . . .  " 
What  matters is, of course, not whether  the reviewer is " impressed,"  but 
whether  relevant information of the type specially interesting to readers of 
Information and  Control is withheld. In particular, it is untrue that my dealing 
with information theory is just "ord inary"  information theory; on the contrary, 
I criticize in Chapter  X I I  the conventional conceptions; Chapter  X I I I  contains 
an important  addition to the mathemat ica l  theory of information; the same 
applies to Chapter  X IV ,  and  Chapters  XV and  XV I  deal with the theory of lin- 
guistic distribution functions, also in an original way.  
Other  glaringly untrue and  misleading statements on p. 83 are: 
(11) that Part  V consists of "purely philosophical considerations." On  the 
contrary, Part  V is devoted to a systematic exposition of the main ly  numerical  
methods  of statistics applied to language; 
(12) that "the considerations about  projective geometry  . . . do not appear  
to use any  theorem."  On the contrary, the who le  of Part  IV  is concerned with the 
application of the theorem of duality of projective geometry  to language; 
(13) that the book  under  review is an  "essay." 
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